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The CHAIRI^'IM (United States of America) s I declare open the 204th 
meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-ffation Committee on Disarmament. 

Before we more to the agenda item for today, I have an announcement to make. 
In accordance with the last report of the co-Ghairmen and the instructions of the 
Committee 5 the co-Chairmen have continued their discussions during the past two 
weeks on the development of an agreed basis for the working group, the question of 
the creation of which arose in connexion with the current discussion in plenary . 
meetings of the elimination of 'nuclear delivery vehicles in the process of general 
and complete disarmament. They have not yet reached agreement. They are 
continuing their discussions. 

Mr. TSARAPKIW (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( translation from 
Russian )s In the considerations and suggestions which have been put forward in 
the Committee by the representatives of a number of non-aligned States during 
discussion of the question of the terms of reference of the working group, there 
are undoubtedly im.portant elements which may contribute to the progress of our 
negotiations on the o:uestion of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. In our view, 
because of this circumstance alone it would be untimely and not altogether wise' to 
interrupt -the discussion of this ciuestion in the Committee and to pass on to the 
discussion of other items on the Committee ^s agenda, as suggested by the 
representatives of Canada and Italy on 28 July (E1\TDC/pV.202, pp.21 et seq . ,pp .26, 2? ) - 
We think that, on the contrary, it would be appropriate to continue working on 
the question of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 

It seems to us that the suggestions of the non-aligned States enable us to 
give more depth to our discussion -on this question and, given goodwill, it- w.ould 
be possible even at this session of the Committee to achieve some positive results 
in this field. • V/e have already stated in a general way at the meeting on 21 July 
our attitude towards the suggestions of the representatives of India, the' United 
Arab Republic, Jligeria and Ethiopia regarding the terms of reference of the 
working group (EE'DC/pVo 200, pp. 24-26). Today we should like to dwell in rather 
more detail on what we consider to be the positive points contained in the views 
expressed by the representatives of the aforesaid non-aligned countries, as well 
as by Sweden, whose delegation also made its contribution on this question at the 
meeting on 28 July (SDIDC/PV. 202, pp.5 et seq .). . 
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As has been explained to the Committee by the representatives of the non- 
aligned States themselves >jho have -put xorward formulations for the basis of the 
activities of the T^>orking group"/ in drafting these formulations they were guided 
by the desire to find an acceptable basis for both sides- We consider that these 
attempts are in themselves useful. In. seeking for such a basis j, however, it is 
important not to lose sight of the h.ain things namely, the need to work out, by 
joint efforts, such solutions to syjecific questions of general and complete 
disarmament as would really correspond to the aim of disarmament ^ the aim of 
eliminating the material means and instruments for waging war» In this case — 
where the question of eliminating nuclear weapon aelivery vehicles is concerned — 
such a criterion, which determines the value of any particular attempt to find a 
compromise approach, is the ensuring that the threat of the unleashing of a nuclear 
missile war would be eliminated at the earliest stage of disarmament^ that is,- at 
the first stage • 

This criterion derives from the most vital, the most profound interests of all 
nations. If we approach from this point of view the evaluation of the' suggestions 
made by the non-aligned States, we see that on the whole they meet this criterion. 
In one way or another, in all the suggestions made by the representatives of the 
non-aligned States it is envisaged that all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, except 
those which would form the "nuclear umbrella" — or, to use the terminology of some 
delegations, the "minimum deterrent", the "nuclear shield" —should be destroyed at 
the earliest possible stage of general and com.plete disarmament* 

Thus the formulation suggested, by the delegation of India at the meeting on 
30 June states that the crux of the matter is — 

"... ensuring that at the earliest practicable stage of the disarmament 
process the existing stocks of each nuclear side are reduced to the 
minimum level ... all other stocks of each nuclear side being destroyed 
under effective international control." ( EI-TDC/PV. I94, p. 12 ) 
The same idea appears in the formulation put forward by the delegation of liFigeria 
in its working document, dated I4 July, which mentions s 

"... the elimj.nation of all other means of delivering nuclear weapons 
at the earliest possible and practicable time, in accordance with the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles." ( ENDC/136 ) 
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In the suggestions of the delegation of the United Arab Republic which were also 
submitted on I4 July for consideration by the Committee, one of the tasks of the 
negotiations was formulated under paragraph (3) as follows? 

"The method of elimdnating the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons at the earliest practicable stage." ( EN'DG/?Y.1^8^ P*17 ) 
This idea is expressed somewhat less definitely in the suggestion of the 
Swedish delegation of 28 July^ but it seems to appear there also^ since in the 
formulation put forward by Mrs. i-'yrdal it is pointed out that the working group 
ought to begin from the position that the retention of the "nuclear shield" 
increases the possibility of an early elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles not included in this "shield" (EITDC/py.202j p. 8). 

In the suggestions put forward by the non-aligned States there is also 
reflected another fundamental aspect of the elimination of delivery vehicles s 
namely, that the number of retained nuclear weapon delivery vehicles should be 
strictly limited and minimum in order to ensure a situation in which the "nuclear 
umbrella" itself could not serve as an instrument for unleashing a nuclear missile 
war. 

The representative of Ethiopia, Lij Imru, referred to this in his statement 
of 3G June when he indicated that the working group would discuss "in all its 
aspects and implications. , the concept of the minimum nuclear deterrent". 
(ENDG/pVo194j p. 28). In the statement of the representative of India, 
Mr. R.K. Kehru, at the same meeting on 30 June, the "minimum level" of a "nuclear 
umbrella" or "nuclear deterrent" was likewise stressed ( ibid. , p. 12). In 
paragraph (2) of the formulation proposed by the representative of the United 
Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, there is mention of — 

"Retention of an agreed quantity of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles which would serve the purpose of a minimum nuclear 
deterrent during the disarmament process ..." ( SI^DC/pVo I98, p.l? ). 
The Nigerian delegation in its working document also emphasized that only 
"an agreed quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles, the minimum" (ENDC/136) should 
be retained during the whole disarmament process. That the capacity of a 
"nuclear umbrella" or "shield" should be "at a lo:-; level" (EiOC/?V.202, p.lO) 
was also indicated in the suggestion made by Kirs. Myrdal. 
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In all this there is expressed^ as v;e see it^ a perfectly natural and logical 
approach of the non-aligned States to the problem of general and complete 
disarmament a They see the principal guarantee of the security of States ^ the 
principal way of eliminating the t-hreat of a thermonuclear war, not in the 
retention of any particular quantities of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles until 
the end of the disarmament process;, but in the earliest possible and maximum 
possible comprehensive eliminaoion of all delivery vehicles, as well as the nuclear 
weapons themselves. 

To confirm this^ reference could be made to the statement of the 
representative of Mexico, Mr, Gomez Robledo, at the meeting on 7 July when he saidi 
"The peoples of the world. do not wish to live under the ishadow 
of the nuclear menace. The great Powers appear to feel that their 
security depends on the 'nuclear umbrella'. Our own security, xhat 
of the non-nuclear countries, depends more on the destruction of all 
nuclear weapons than on the retention of such a minimum . { EWDC/vY .1S6 <^ p.?) 
I'Je should like to introduce a more accurate detail into the point of view 
expressed by Mr. Gomez Roblodos not all the nuclear Powers advocate the retention 
of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union bases itself on the, position that its own 
security, like the security of all other States, would be ensured in the most 
reliable way by the elimination of all .nuclear weapon delivery vehicles without 
exception in the very first stage of disarmament. ¥e agree to the retention of a 
"nuclear umbrella", not at all because we consider it a necessary guarantee of 
security for the. Soviet Union, but because we seek to bring the positions of the 
sides participating in the negotiations closer together, because we are striving 
for a compromise with our Western colleagues and, in answer to the fears expressed 
by them for their security during the process of general and com.plete disarmament, 
we have proposed to them an additional giiarantee of security in the form of a 
"nuclear umbrella" (ENDC/2/Rev.l/zidd. l) . 

Since the proposal for a ''nuclear umbrella" is a compromise approach to the 
solution of the question of nuclea,r weapon delivery vehicles, it is logical that 
the working group should deal with precisely this proposal, •.•.rhich takes into 
account 'the interests of both sides. The way we understand the matter is that in 
this- regard the proposals of the delegations of the non-aligned States concerning 
the terms of reference of the working groir) approach the subject from the correct 
angle, since the proposals of the delegations of Sweden, Nigeria and the United 
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Arab Republic provide that the x^orking group should deal with concrete questions 
concerning the organization, structure and composition of the "nuclear umbrella" 
or "shield". At the meeting on 28 July Mrs. Myrdal said the following on this 
scores 

".o. our suggestion is that the working group ... should he given the 
specific assignment of elaborating a formula for such a ^mix^ of types 
and quantities of nuclear delivery vehicles as would be suitable for an 
agreement on a nuclear shield of low capacity ..." ( EITDC/pV.202^ P*1Q ) 
The same idea, as we understand, was reflected directly in the formulations 
for the basis of the activities' of the working group which were suggested by the 
delegations of the United Arab Republic and Nigeria. At the same time^ for the 
sake of truth, it should be recognized that in the suggestion of the delegation of 
India this part of the formulation is laid down in a less, distinct manner. The 
same can be said of the statement made by the representative of Ethiopia, Lij Imru, 
at the meeting on 30 June (EM"DC/pV<.194? p-28). 

When we say that in our opinion the suggestions of the non-aligned States on 
the- terms of reference of the working group are based in the main on a realistic 
approach to the solution of the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles, and precisely for this reason contain important constructive elements, 
we of course do not mean at all that we consider everything in these proposals 
equally useful and acceptable. No^ in certain of their aspects the formulations 
for the basis of the activities of the working group which have been suggested by 
the delegations of the non-aligned States seem to us not entirely successful or, 
at least, insufficiently clear from the point of view of the main criterion s 
namely, the necessity of eliminating the threat of thermonuclear war at the very 
beginning of the disarmament process. 

In this connexion I am bound to observe that we have noted that the Swedish 
delegation admits the possibility of applying the percentage principle to the 
elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles not included in the "nuclear 
shield" (ENDC/PV.202, p.lO). /le do not think that, even in this version of the 
percentage approach which has been put forward by the Swedish delegation, it would 
be possible to find a constructive solution to the problem of eliminating nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles. The principle of a percentage reduction of these 
vehicles, as has been shown in the course of our discussions, is contrary to the 
idea of eliminating the threat of a thermonuclear war at the earliest stage of 
disarmament and cannot therefore serve as a basis for the solution of the problem 
of eliminating delivery vehicles. 
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In the statements made by the delegations of some non-aligned States on the 
question of the terms of reference for the activities of the working group, some 
other considerations have been put forward as i-jell. V/e have, in particular, the 
suggestion of the delegation of Sx^^eden that the working group should study specific 
questions, tailing as a starting-point the ^^mix'^ of the "nuclear shield" at the 
third stage of general and complete disarmament (ibid., -op> 9 et seq J > In this 
connexion I4rs. Myrdal expressed ideas \>rhich should obviously be thought over* 
However, we should like to point out at once that there are no reasons for the 
"nucleoi- -umbrella" or "shield" being in the first stages,- in its structure, capacity 
and "mix", in any respect different from what it would be in the third stage. 

In this c[uestion, however, one should above all bear in mind what we have 
already stated on several occasions: namely, that any talk about a working group 
is as a matter of fact premature and pointless until \<fe here in the Committee have 
reached agreement on that aspect of the matter which concerns the principle. This 
means that i-je must first agree here that we accep-D the idea of a "nuclear umbrella" 
to be established at the first stcvge of disarmament and to be retained until the 
end of the disarmament process • Not until we do will there be any sense in setting 
up a working group to deal with the practical questions connected with the 
implementation of the proposal for a "nuclear umbrella". 

The idea put forward by the representative of the United Arab Republic^ 
Mr. Hassan (ENDC/PY.198, p. 17), and subsequently in a somewhat different form by the 
representative of Sweden, Mrs, Myrdal (ii]KDC/PV.202, pp. 11, 12), also req.uires further 
study* This idea is that the precise aims and possibilities of using the 
"nucleoT uiabrella" in the disarmament process should be defined. It cannot be 
denied that the posing of such a question is to some extent justified, V/hen, 
where and how it would be m.0Bt appropriate to seek for its solution is another 
matter. This also needs to be thought . over . 

VJhat, then, is the situation, if x>;e sum up all these considerations arising 
in connexion with the suggestions of the delegations of the non-aligned States 
on the question of the basis for the activities of the working group? Although^ 
as we have already pointed out, not every bhj.ng in these suggestions can be accepted 
and certain points in them recmire, as vxe have already said, further study, at the 
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same time we can say that the suggestions of the non-aligned States are on the whole 
in the right, constructive direction; they contain a number " ot. valuable ideas and 
can consequently provide useful material in the search for an agreed solution. 

Whether this will be done depends on the delegations of the United States and 
the other Western Powers. We, for our part^ are prepared to continue work on this 
question and, in explaining in greater detail today our attitude towards the 
suggestions of the non-maligned States, we xnshed precisely to help to bring about 
progress in this regards we think it important that the United States delegation 
should e:?q)ress in the Coiiimittee its attitude towards these suggestions. This is 
necessary in any case, in order to ascertain the possibilities of m_aking progress. 
Tomorrow it will be exactly one year since the Moscow Treaty (EI\IDC/100/Reva) 
banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space a^d under water v/as 
signed. You will remember with what satisfaction and sincere joy this event was 
greeted throughout the world. The signing of the Moscow Treaty was evaluated by the 
nations as the first great success in the struggle for the relaxation of international 
tension. Mllions of people hoped that, after the signing of the Treaty banning 
nuclear tests, States would take further steps to reduce the arras race and strengthen 
peace • 

The Governments of the States which were the original parties to the Moscow 
Treaty expressed at that time the firm intention of going further along the road 
towards the lessening of international tension. Thus the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Khrushchev, said then: 

^^.. now the main thing is not to stop at what has been achieved and 
not to end the struggle against the threat of a new war, for the 
reduction of international tension, and for a stable peace throughout 
the world^^ 
The Secretary of State of the United States, >1r. Rusk, when signing the 
Hoscovj Treaty, stated: 

'^If collectively we and other nations pursue a course to insure that the 
forx-zard momentum of this agreement is maintained by further steps, man»s 
long, hopeful quest for peace will cease to be only a dream ajid will begin 
to acquire solid reality J' (j2epartragnt_of ^^^^ Vol.XLE C. No. 1261. 

g-^^ A^EUst_,1963, p ,314) 
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Sir /Q.ac Douglas-Home^ at that tirae the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and 
now Prime Minister of the United Kingdom^ pointed out that after the signature of 
the Treaty banning nuclear tests the task would be to continue and complete the 
efforts that had been begun, 

iind in fact, after the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the three 
environments, additional steps folloxjed promoting the growth of confidence and the 
reduction of international tension and of the arms race, such as the reaching of 
agreement to refrain from placing In orbit any objects carrying nuclear weapons 
(A/i-c.S/1884 (kYIIl) ) , the decision of a number of States to reduce^ their military 
budgets, and the cut-off of the production of fissionable materials for military 
pm^oses in the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kin;-:dom (E1\IDC/131,132) . 

However, after these steps the development of events in the direction of sloxsfing 
down the arms race seemed to stop, and there have even appeared signs of a movement 
backwards • The most dangerous of those signs is undoubtedly;^ the speeding up by 
certain States of the negotiations for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear 
force, within the framework of which it is proposed to allow the West German revenge- 
seekers to have access to nuclear weapons. At the same time in the Eighteei] -Nation 
Comivdttee there has been no real progress in the negotiations on general and complete 
disarmaiiient, or even on individual measures to slow doim the arms race. Such a 
course of events cannot but cause anxiety. 

Nevertheless we are convinced that, if all the participants in the negotiations 
approach the questions x^hich we are discussing from a position of goodwill and with a 
real desire to achieve practical results, it will undoubtedly prove possible to 
move forwcu?d. Such possibilities exist both on the question of general. and complete 
dlsarmaanent and in the field of collateral, partial measures. Such an important, 
urgent question as the conclusion of an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear 
xjeapons can undoubtedly be solved also. The Soviet delegation appeals to all m.embers 
of the Cormnittee to exert the utmost efforts to achieve positive results in our 
negotiations before the end of the present session of the Coirmiittee. 

Mr> KURKA (Czechoslovalda) (transl ation from Russian ) : Today I should like to 
submit a -fev^ comanents on the question of setting up a working group, but before doing 
so, may I recall that this is the first anniversary of the signing of the Moscow Treaty 
banning nuclear vjeapon tests in the atm.osphere, in outer space and under water 
(Ei\T)C/100/Rev,l)? This significant step v/as greeted by all peace-loving peoples as a 



EKDC/PV.204 
13 



( Mr^ Kurka, Czechoslovak ia) 



concrete foretoken of a turn for the better in the evolution of international 
relations^, towards a relaxation of international tension and the strengthening of 
mutual confidence among States. The signing of the Moscov; Treaty was ^^Jelcomed as 
evidence that^ also in a field directly connected with the solution of such important 
disarmament problems as are those concerning nuclear disarmament, it is possible to 
achieve agreement if goodvjill and readiness are shovm by all the parties concerned* 

Thus the Moscow Treaty strengthened the hope thi'oughout the world that other 
problems could be solved in the course of further negotiations, and provided an 
important stimulus for our work. The hopes placed on the signing of the Moscow 
Treaty were confirmed last year by a favourable development the concrete result 
of which was the adoption, at the eighteenth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, of a resolution banning the placing of nucleai^ weapons and other weapons 
of mass destruction in orbit in outer space (A/Pai;S/1884(XVlll) , and the 
announcement by the Governments of the Soviet Union and the United States of i\merica 
at the end of last year that they v/ould reduce their respective military budgets. 
It should be the aim of our Committee to encourage such developments. i\ll the 
grea.ter, therefore^ was our disappointment and, I would say, anxiety x^jhen my 
delegation listened today to the report of the co-Chairmen that their talks 
concerning the establishment of a ^^^orking group had failed to lead to agreement. 

The question of setting up a working group has been the focus of attention in 
our negotiations on general and complete disarmament during the last three i^eeks. 
Dirring the discussion of this question it seems to us that basically two views 
have become crystallized. On the one hand, there is the point of view which 
starts from the position that it is high time the Goiomittee proceeded to a 
businesslike and practical discussion of the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles by setting up a working group which would begin the study of this 
problem on the basis of acceptance in principle by the Comiriittee of the concept of a 
^^nuclear umbrella"* On the other hand, the delegations of the Western countries 
demand that the working group should discuss all plans for the elimination of 
delivery vehicles, including plans which are based on absolutely opposite concepts^ 
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In its statements the Czechoslovak delegation has shown why x^re consider that 
the establishment of a working group would open up a real possibility for 
achieving progress in the negotiations on the elimination of delivery vehicles 
only on condition that all the States participating in the work of such a group 
start out from a common concept and set about the negotiations with the same 
objective. Only in that case is it possible to speak of an effective discussion . 
of the proposals submitted so as to reconcile them and find an acceptable solution* 

We consider that, given that condition, the establisliment of a working group 
would be a step which would be welcomed by all who are really interested in 
achieving progress in solving the problems of general and complete disarmament. 
This has been fully confirmed also by the way in which the delegations of the 
non-aligned States have actively joined in the efforts to solve this problem. 
FJr« Tsarapkin has today drawn attention to their efforts. In striving to make 
it easier to find a comjrton basis, some of those delegations have submitted 
suggestions for defining the terms of reference of the working group. In our 
earlier statements we pointed out that those suggestions were on the whole in the 
right direction — that is, that the basis for the negotiations on nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles should be acceptance of the principle of a '^nuclear umbrella^^ or a 
minimura deterrent and the elimination of all the remaining delivery vehicles in as 
short a period as possible. 

In fact, the only obstacle preventing a working group from setting to work 
very soon is the position of the delegations of the Western countries, which 
stubbornly persist in clinging to their unacceptable proposal for a percentage 
reduction of delivery vehicles and have, not shown the slightest readiness to seek for 
a mutually-acceptable basis for further negotiations. Moreover, the 
representatives of the Western delegations attempt to shift the responsibility for 
the lack of agreement on the establishment of a working group on to the delegations 
of the socialist countries. As we have already heard a good many tiiaes recently, 
they declare that the socialist delegations link the establishment of a working 
group with an unacceptable preliminary condition under which the group would be able 
to discuss the proposal of only one side: namely fche Soviet Union; whereas in 
contrast to this the Western delegations allegedly adopt a flexible position on this 
question and agree that the working group should discug'-3 the proposals of all 
parties. 
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Frankly, there can be no question of any flexibility in such a position of the 
Western delegations. If we were to accept the position adopted by our Western 
colleagues it would only lead to the establishinent of a working group as a matter of 
form, but it would be quite obvious beforehand that its work would be unable to 
produce the desired results o In fact, the fruitless general discussion which has 
already been going on for many months in our CoiiLTiittee would be transferred to 
the forum of that group. In such a situation the establishment of a working group 
would be devoid of any practical sense. The adoption of the demand of our Western 
colleagues would inevitably lead to a form.al discussion the nature of which would 
be predetermined, not by a desire to find a common basis, but rather by the aim of 
showing the unacceptability of the proposals of the other side. 

This conclusion is based on a thoroughly realistic appraisal of the situation* 
After all, the whole position of the Western delegations shows that they are 
unwilling to accept any solution to the problem of delivery vehicles other than a 
percentage reduction. On the other hand, the socialist delegations have shown on 
the basis of numerous facts why this Western idea for the solution of the problem 
of delivery vehicles is unacceptable to them. Therefore we are fully justified in 
asking what this ^'flexibility*' in. defining the programLie of the working group would 
lead to. The only result of such a method would be the creation of the false and 
baseless illusion that some progress had been made in the negotiations on general 
and complete disarmament, whereas in actual fact the situation v/ould remain unchanged c 

In this connexion I should like to revert to the repeated allegation that the 
socialist delegations insist that the working group should study only the Soviet 
proposal* It has already been shown here a number of times that such an allegation 
is completely groundless, and that it is an attempt to distort our coherent positiono 
Acceptance of the principle of a nuclear umbrella or minimiLm deterrent has nothing to 
do with the demand that the working group should study the proposal of only one sideo 
Such acceptance merely expresses the aim which we are all bound to pursue in our 
negotiations: namely, the earliest possible elimination of the threat of nuclear 
war by eliminating all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, except those to be retained 
within the framexg^ork of the nuclear um.brella, at the very first stage of general and 
complete disarmajnent. 
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That is the key question of the whole process of general and complete 
disarmament, and any attempt to evade it is not only unlikely to facilitate our 
negotiations but, on the contrary, can merely lead to further delay in them* The 
socialist delegations have directly stressed on many occasions that in the working 
group it would be possible to study without any obstacle whatsoever all proposals 
based on that concept. 

Our Western colleagues sometimes level at us the reproach that our concept of 
a "nuclear umbrella'' is basically identical with the proposal of Mr, Gromyko, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union (ENDC/2/Reva/Add.l) . We have to 
admit that we do not understand the logic of that reproach. In fact, since the 
Gromyko proposal was submitted the socialist delegations have pointed out that it 
is based on the principle of the retention of a "nuclear umbrella", that in our 
opinion it is a practical formulation of that concept, and that it reflects our 
ideas of what the application of the principle of the retention of a minimum 
deterrent should look like in. practice • 

At the same time we state that, in our opinion, the principle laid down in 
the Gromyko proposal should be taken as the basis for negotiations in the wording 
group ♦ Moreover, it is perfectly clear — and this has been stressed by the 
representatives of the soQialist delegations — that the Gromyko proposal is not 
a project worked out in detail, but that it merely lays down a definite principle. 
It is clear that, in the event of a working group being set up, all delegations 
would be able to submit their own concrete and detailed proposals which would ensure 
the implementation of the principle of a "nuclear umbrella". 

It is obvious, of course, that the "nuclear umbrella" concept differs from the 
concept of the Western proposal for a percentage reduction (ENDG/30) • But in our 
opinion it is a reasonable and mutually-acceptable compromise. It cannot be 
disputed, as Mr, Tsarapkin pointed out this morning, that in accepting the principle 
of a "nuclear umbrella" the Soviet Government made considerable concessions in 
comparison with its original proposal (ENDC/2) and its original idea for the solution 
of the problem of nuclear delivery vehicles. 
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I do not think there is any need to revert to that subject. I am bound to say, 
however, that it would be contrary to the very idea of "negotiations", to the very 
principle of striving to achieve agreement through mutual concessions, to expect or 
demand that in the matter of delivery vehicles the Soviet Union should agree to the 
concept of a percentage reduction. That would not be a comprom.ise but would be 
acceptance of the Western position. We consider- that acceptance of the "nuclear 
umbrella" principle constitutes a reasonable and fully -acceptable compromise. If 
anyone adopts a rigid position, it is precisely the delegations of the Western 
countries, which are unwilling to take the path of such a compromise. 

So far in the negotiations we have heard the most varied objections to the 
concept of the retention of a "nuclear umbrella". Most often it is alleged that 
the retention of a minimum deterrent at the end of the first stage would upset 
the existing balance and therefore would be contrary to the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles (ENDC/5)o But I should like to point out that the Western 
delegations have not proved this assertion with any convincing facts. They have been 
unable to adduce a single cogent proof that the retention of a "nuclear umbrella", 
in conjunction with other measures which would be carried out during the first 
stage of general and complete disarmament, would give any unilateral advantage to 
one of the sides or endanger the security of any State. 

On the other hand, the delegations of the socialist countries have adduced 
very serious arguments which justify our impression that the United States proposal 
for a percentage reduction. of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles is motivated by a 
desire to obtain certain unilateral advantages. It is appropriate to recall that 
the Western delegations have so far failed to adduce anything to refute our 
arguments. Furthermore, it is well known that even the Western Powers themselves 
do not apply the principle of a percentage reduction with complete consistency. 
For instance, where nuclear weapons and the numbers of armed forces are concerned, 
they propose an altogether different method. Then why do they insist so 
stubbornly that in regard to nuclear weapon delivery vehicles the only way to 
ensure equal security is precisely the way of a percentage reduction ? 
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That is ho.w we see the present situation in regard to the possibility of setting 
up a working group. In our opinion, the Soviet delegation has submitted a clear^ 
perfe.etly reasonable and realistic proposal which would make it possible for the 
negotiations in the working group to be not simply a repetition of the previous ~ 
I would say — fruitless discussions, but a real step forward in the negotiations 
on general and complete disarmament. 

We are compelled to note with regret that this effort, which is supported by 
the other socialist delegations and by the delegations of the non-aligned 
countries in our Committee, has not met with a proper response from the Western 
delegations. Although their representatives declare in words their readiness to 
agree to the establishment of a working group, where th^ definition of its tasks 
is concerned they adopt a position which, in our view, would deprive the working 
group beforehand of any sense whatsoever. Therefore it is up to the Western 
Powers to show in fact some flexibility and a desire to contribute to the search 
for a mutually-acceptable basis for the establisliment of a working group and for 
its activities. That, in our opinion, is the basic condition for achieving 
progress in the negotiations. 

Th e CHAIRMM (United States of ilmerlca) ^c I should like to make a x^ew 
remarks in my capacity as representative of the United States. 

It is disappointing to my delegation that the co-Chairmen have so far been 
unable to agree on the basis for a working group on nuclear delivery vehicles o It 
is especially disappointing because we are dealing here with a relatively straight- 
forward procedural matter. All the necessary ingredients for the creation of a 
working group seem to be present. First, there is general agreement that a 
nuclear deterrent should be retained by both sides throughout the disarmament 
process. Second, we all seem agreed, as the representative of the United Arab 
Republic pointed out (ENDC/PV.198, p.l6), that the time has come for detailed 
studies of the technical problems involved in reducing nucleoid vehicles • Third, 
every delegation has welcomed the, idea of a working group as a forum for such 
studies. 
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In regard to the scope of the working group, it should of course operate in 
accordaXLce with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5). Moreover, logic 
dictates that the terms of reference for the vjorking group should flow from our 
plenary discussions on item 5b (ENDC/$2) • This means that the group should consider 
the various positions taken on the broad problem of nuclear delivery vehicles during 
those discussions • However, the group should not be limited by the arbitrary 
adoption of a principle for reduction of nuclear vehicles which is not mutually agreed 
by the nuclear sides • 

Taking those factors into consideration, the non-alignod members of our Comjnittee 
have tried to help us to find a suitable formula for the group ^s basis. They 
recognize that it is impossible to press beyond the degree of agreement reached to 
date, and that the terms of reference will have to reflect the true situation. 
Mrs. Myrdal succinctly expressed this view in her very thoughtful and interesting 
statement of 28 July. Referring to the general agreement on the retention of a 
nuclear deterrent— or »^nuclear shield", as she described it -- throughout the 
disarmament process as sufficient basis for a working group, she said; 

"All other issues ~ such as those of the size, character, composition and 
deployment of those forces, as well as the timing of the reductions needed 
to reach the agreed level, amounting to an elimination of all other means 
of nuclear delivery -- must be considered in the second place, as 
^modalities', appropriate for settlement after technical scrutiny in a 
working group •" (ENDC/PV.202. p. 6 ) 

Statements by other non-aligned speakers have reflected the same conviction that 
the scope of the working group should not be too restricted. Mr. Obi, on 23 June, 
stressed that the forum should be given flexibility of approach and hoped that 
the working group would confirm "the soundness of one plan or the other, or, eyen 
more likely and appropriately, a realistic com.promise solution." (ENDC/PV.192,p.l9) 
Lij Imru, on 30 June, stated that the working group should "examine and appraise 
all proposals" (ENDC/PV.1945 p.28) . At the same meeting Mr. Nehru stipulated that 
the working group should not be confined to the proposals of only one side (ibid.,p.ll) . 
On 14 July Mr. Hassan specified that no party should impose its plan as the sole 
basis for the terms of reference of the working group (ENDG/PV.198,p.l6) . 14r. Gomez 
Robledo also made it clear that the terms of reference should be precise as well as 
flexible (ENDC/PV.196, pe6). 
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If the non-aligned States have not succeeded in finding a middle road between 
the Soviet and United States approaches to the working group, it is because the 
two approaches are qualitatively different — and this has been made abundantly 
clear again this morning by Mr, Tsarapkin and Mr. Kurka. Whereas the Soviet 
delegation is presenting its position on nuclear delivery vehicles , the United 
States is presenting a procedural concept for a working group. Some of the non- 
aligned delegations have referred to terms such as "minimum deterrent" or 
"nuclear umbrella", hoping that somehow these terms could represent the compromise 
between the two sides 5 but this is like trying to mix oil and water. 
Unfortunately there is no present basis for agreement on such terminology. 

Mr. Tsarapkin has urged acceptance of the "principle of the nuclear umbrella"; 
but on 21 July he very clearly stated that this so-called "nuclear umbrella" to 
which he' referred was "a very strictly limited and agreed quantity of inter- 
continental, anti-missile and ground-to-air missiles". (ENDC/PV.200, p. 23) The 
Soviet representative is very sim.ply asking us to accept the Gromyko proposal 
(ENDC/2/Rev.l/Add.l) as the sole basis for the working group. In so doing he is 
also asking us to exclude discussion of the United States plan (ENDC/30 and Corr.l 
and Add.l, 2, 3), and he did so again this morning. Western questions and doubts 
about the Gromyko proposal are well known to all representatives. As regards the 
working group, however, we have always maintained our readiness to examine that 
proposal in detail, even on a priority basis. We have refused only to accept it 
"sight unseen" and to abandon cur own proposal in its favour. 

VJe naturally desire discussion by a working group of our plan for percentage 
reductions. We still regard it as a sound and practical approach to the reduction 
of nuclear delivery vehicles* But we have never asked for discussion of our plan 
alone. In fact, we do not believe that any specific principle for reduction needs 
to be agreed on before the establishment of a working group. We know, as does 
the Soviet representative, that no agreement on nuclear vehicle reduction will be 
possible until there has been a careful and detailed exainination of both our 
positions,- an examination which can better be done in a working group than in 
plenary meetings. 



ENDG/PV;204 
21 



(T he Chairman, United States) 



At one time we foiind encoilragenent in the Soviet statement that the working 
group should consider all proposals; but it has gradually become clear that this 
statement referi'ed only to proposa].s coming under the so-called ^'nuclear um.brella"; 
and then it turned out^ as I have indicated^ that the ''nuclear 'ombrelia'^ was really 
the: Gromyko proposal. 

As Mrs c ^r^^rdal pointed out las'O v/eek^ it is premature to expect unanimity on 
specifics before a detailed study is m,ade (EMDG/PV.202, Pe6), This is a matter on 
which we must be realistic ^ It will not help us to establish a working group on 
the basis of terminology which has been given a definite meaning by one side only. 
We do not believe that ^the non-aligned speakers using the term "nuclear umbrella" 
intended to support the Gromyko plan. Yet that is precisely what the Soviet 
representative means by this term© 

On 21 July I set forth the concept which we believe serves the interests of all 
concerned — namely^ 

"do, the retention of agreed levels of nuclear delivery vehicles throughout. 

the disarmament process ^ with the elimination of all other nuclear delivery 

vehicles at the earliest practicable time consistent with the Joint Statement 

of Agreed Principles " , (ENDG/PV . 200 .. pp - 19 . 20 ) . 

This concept reflects the elements of agreement between the Soviet and Western 
plans for nuclear vehicle reduction which v/e believe are adequate for an effective 
working group* It would allow discussion of all relevant proposals, in the spirit 
expressed by the non--aligned delegations • Wo believe that it meets their desire 
for terms of reference which are flexible and yet precise enough to allow progress 
towards an increased a^^ea of agreement between our two positions. 

We hope that it will yet be possible to find a basis for establishing a 
working group before the end of this session^ Agreement on such a working group 
v/ould in our view be a valuable step in maintaining, the hopeful atmosphere, which 
has been created by the limited test ban agreement , We shall continue in the 
co~Ghairmen meetings to seek such agreement. 

Ml' . , TAHOURDIN (United Kingdom) ^ I had not intended to speak this morning, 
but I should like to join o\ir Soviet, United States and Gzechoslovak colleagues in 
recalling that tomorrow will be the first anniversary of the Treaty banning nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere., in outer -space and under water (ENDC/lOO, Rev^l)« 
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As the representative here of one of the original signatories, I should like 
in particular to emphasize the importance of the preliminary work which was done 
in this Committee in bringing about the Treaty, Since its signature by the 
United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, the Treaty has been 
adhered to by a very great majority of States throughout the world/ It has come 
rightly to stand as a landmark in the progress we are all seeking towards our 
common aim of a disarmed and peaceful world. It is, as we all recognize, only a 
beginning, but it has served to show that a beginning can be madoo I suggest that 
we cannot do better in recalling the signature of the Treaty on its first 
anniversary than redouble our efforts towards new and even more far-reaching 
agreements . 

As regards the main subject under discussion today, the question of 
establishing a working group on nuclear delivery vehicles, this has seemed to us 
a. subject on which real, if not necessarily so dramatic, progress could and should 
be made this year. In the circumstances I confess to some disappointment at 
the statements we have heard this morning from our Eastern colleagues. We shall, 
of course, study their statem.ents very carefully in the verbatim record* We may 
wish to comment on them more fully at a later meeting. But, from what I heard 
in the simultaneous interpretation, their statements did not appear to represent 
any significant advance on the previous Eastern position as regards the 
establishment of a working group on nuclear delivery vehicles* As I have said, 
however, we shall study these statements very carefully in the verbatim record* 

The Conference decided to issue the following communique ; 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 
held its 204th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under 
the Chairmanship of H,E* Ambassador Clare Timber lake, representative of 
the United States of America* 

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union, 
Czechoslovakia, the United States and the United Kingdom. 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 
6 August 1964, at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 11.50 a.m. 



